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MINUTES

Educational Policy and Programs Committee

Meeting of July 31, 2001

Committee  Kyo*“Paul” Jhin, Chair Other Commissioner spresent
memberspresent  WilliamD. Campbell PhillipJ. Forhan
SusanHammer Robert A. Hanff
OdessaP. Johnson GuillermoRodriguez, Jr.
HowardWeinsky OliviaK.Singh
Alan S. Arkatov, ex officio MdindaG. Wilson
Carol Chandler, exofficio
Committee EvonneSeronSchulze
membersabsent  Kyhl Smeby
Calltoorder  Chair Jhinreconvened the Educationa Policy and Programs Committeeat 12:48 p.m.
Anupdateonthe Commission staff member ZoAnn Laurente presented an oral report on the status of
statusof student  transfer between CaliforniaCommunity Collegesand itsreceivingingtitutions, primarily
transfer from the CaliforniaState University and the University of California. She said this was
Cadlifornia  primarily an update with regard to extensive discussionsthe committee membershad
Community last Junewith representatives of the segmentsand individuasinvolved inthetransfer
Colleges functionthroughout the State. She al'so provided an overview of collaborativeactivities

aongwith the Commission’ shistoric and continuing rolein these efforts. Highlights of
itemsdiscussed in the June 2000 meeting were:

1. TheCdiforniaCommunity Collegeshad entered ambitiousstudent transfer agreements
withthe CadliforniaState University, University of California, and the Association of
Independent Collegesand Universties.

2. Therehad been athree-year declineintrandfersof studentsfrom community colleges
to baccalaureate-degree granting ingtitutions.

3. Effortswereunderway to better definewhat congtitutesa“ transfer-eligible” student.

4. Three-quartersof al student transfers occur between the community collegesand
CSU; thehighest priority for admission of transfersat the State University isgivento
upper-division students.
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5. Thereisaneedtoimprovedatagathering about the community collegetransfer function
and the rel ated student outcomes.

Ms. Laurente said the key pointsincluded:

1. CdiforniaCommunity Collegestransfershaveincreased at the State University and
the University of Californiafor the most recent academic year, 1999-2000.

2. Thepost year marked the end of the multiple-year declinewith aone-year increase
of transfersat both the CSU and UC (meeting thefirst-year annual goasin their
respectiveMOU’s).

3. Collaborativeeffortsto better understand and improvethetransfer processareongoing
andwill beguidedin part by thework of the Commisson’ snewly established Transfer
Advisory Committee composed of transfer policy and process expertsfrom the
segments. A Blue Ribbon pand was suggested to conduct focused research over the
next 12-18 months.

Ms. Laurente provided the committee with abackground information about transfers
and showed a chart depi cting a comparison between transfer students compared to
first-timefreshmen over thelast 14to 15yearsat UC. Economicfactorsinfluenceand
affect postsecondary enrollment which, inturn, affect transfer students. The accessto
both the UC and CSU isstill anareaof concernintermsof space being madeavailable
for transfer students.

A discussion followed on theincreasein the number of transfer studentsand the cred-
ibility of the dataprovided by theingtitutions. Ms. Laurente also provided detailsona
chart showing diversfication of thetransfer population, accessto UC and CSU and the
potentia roadblocksto enrollment, and strategies and solutionsto addressthe transfer
function.

Commissioner Rodriguez said that it would be helpful for staff to regularly monitor where
theMOU’ sare between the community colleges and the various segmentsand provide
constant reportsto the L egidature asto the Commission’ s perspective on the progress.
The L egidature could then be chalenged with regard to theissues, chalengesand policy
questionswhich would hel p remove barriers or increase resources where appropriate.
It would aso be helpful to know what specific institutions benefit from having transfer
studentsattend their campuses. He a so suggested CPEC becomeinvolvedinthe Leg-
idativediscussions about budget dollarsfor low-transfer community colleges.

A generd discussion followed on theissueof inclusion of dl transfer studentsand the
definition of atransfer student. Chair Arkatov reported that he, Vice Chair Chandler,
and Director Fox will bevigting with Secretary Adamsand will put theissueof tracking
transfer studentson the agenda.

Commissioner Johnson commented on the dua admissions program and asked for the
Commission’ ssupport, especidly with theadditiona counsaorsto be added to the com-
munity colleges.
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Adjournment  Hearing no public comment and having no further business, Chair Jhin adjourned the
Educationa Policy and Programs Committeeat 1:26 p.m.

Commission Agenda Item 4, December 3, 2001 / 3



Commission Agenda Item 4, December 3, 2001 / 4



MINUTES

Educational Policy and Programs Committee

Meeting of October 2, 2001

Committee  Kyo*“Paul” Jhin, Chair Other Commissioner spresent
memberspresent  WilliamD. Campbell MelindaG. Wilson
HowardWeinsky
Alan S. Arkatov, ex officio
Carol Chandler, exofficio
Committee  SusanHammer
membersabsent OdessaP. Johnson
EvonneSeron Schulze
Kyhl Smeby
Calltoorder  Chair Jhin convened the Educationd Policy and Programs Committeeat 8:16 am.
Regional higher  Staff member Stacy Wilson reported onin the study to devel op enrollment demand
education  projectionson astatewide basisfor Cdiforniapublic collegesand universities. Thereis
enrollmentdemand  aneedto addresshigher education enrollment demand on aregiond basisto determine
study theadequacy of present regional classroom and teaching laboratory spaceto accom-

modate future enrollment demand. The statewide projections have been very reliable
and theregional projectionswould be within 96 percent of actual enrollments. The
purpose of the study isto:

+ Edimateregiond undergraduate demandin comparisontoregiona physical capacity;

+ Definethelimitationsand opportunities of expanding the State’ shigher education
enterpriseregionally to accommodate undergraduate demand.

+ Addresskey policy issuesraised by various educationa constituency groupsand
legidativeentities.

+ Compileuseful regiona demographic, socioeconomic, and labor market information
to support local regiond planning efforts.

Mr. Wilson said the study used the same geographi ¢ region designations asthosein the
collegedigibility study, so that regiona enrollment demand could be comparedto re-
gional collegedigibility. He explained that the capacity figureswere based on State-
adopted space and utilization standards. He noted that substantial capacity deficitsare
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anticipated in all 11 community-collegeregions, which trandateto a-315,058 FTES
capacity deficit by 2010.

Hementioned that the Community Colleges Chancellor’ s Office most recent five-year

capacity outlay plan anticipates that about 677,000 assignable square feet (ASF) of
lecture space and 2.9 million ASF of laboratory spacewill be needed by Fall 2006 to
accommodate new student demand. Therequested lecture A SFwould support about
105,160 additional FTES and the planned |aboratory A SF would support about an
additiona 75,000 FTES of laboratory ingtruction. Evenif al of the proposed renovation
and modernization projects proposed are authorized by the State, the Commission’s
anaysisindicatesthat a—135,000 FTES community college capacity deficit would re-
main by Fall 2010.

TheCdiforniaState University (CSU) system was estimated to have capacity deficitsin
10 of the 11 regions by year 2004 and in al 11 regions by 2010, reflecting anet —
92,117 FTES capacity deficit. The State University’ smost recent capital improvement
plan seeksfunding to providefor, among other purposes, an additional 40,628 FTES
capacity over the next five years. Even if the additional capacity is funded, the
Commission' sandysisindicatesthat a—51,489 FTES capacity deficit would remain by
2010.

Mr. Wilson reviewed concernsraised by the CdiforniaState University sysemand the
CaliforniaCommunity College system. The State University System agreed with the
regional enrollment proj ections but the system was concerned with how capacity infor-
mation will beinterpreted among legisators. The CSU preferred that the additional
40,000 FTS capacity not be addressed inthereport asit may be misconstrued. That is,
capita outlay plans change frequently based on numerousfactors, including thefisca
hedlth of the State’ seconomy.

Community college analysts a so agreed with theregional enrollment demand and ca-
pacity forecasts, but expressed concerned because the report only addressed class-
room and teaching laboratory space types, and not support space, such as museums,
childcare centers, auditoriums, and other facilitiesfor which there are no space stan-
dards. Mr. Wilson maintained that it was not possibleto trandate ASF to FTES capac-
ity without space and utilization standards.

Mr. Wilson explained that staff intend to meet with representatives of the Association of
Independent CaiforniaCollegesand Universitiesand the University of Californiato
determine how the model could be adapted to estimate regiona enrollment demandin
relation to regional FTES capacity for the independent sector and for the UC system.

Commissioner Welinsky questioned the extent to which the standards had been tested
or analyzed, and if summer school or year-round school had been factored into the
andyss

Mr. Wilson acknowledged that summer school and year-round school had been fac-

toredinindirectly. Heindicated that institutions are not held strictly to the State stan-
dards, but rather are used as aguide when determining space deficits.
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Commissioner Welinsky requested clarification asto whether the standards are based
on 12 monthsor ninemonths.

Mr. Kevin Woolfork explained that thelecture standards call for lecture classroomsto
bein use 53 hours per week out of atotal possible usage of 70 hours(i.e.,, 8am.to 10
p.m., Monday through Friday). He explained that the advent of State-funded year-
round instruction was new and inclusion of weekend or summer utilizationinthe stan-
dardswould not befeasibleat thistime.

Commissioner Arkatov led adiscussion during which thefollowing pointswere made:

+ Both the State University and the Community Colleges systemshad expanded their
system-wide database so that individua campuses can report the amount of FTES
generated through the various di stance education methods.

+ The degree-credit transferable distance/online learning courses needed to be
represented in the enrollment demand estimates.

+ Thepriority of the study wasto define the magnitude of demand on aregiona basis
inrelaionto current capacity. Then, monitor and examinethe extent towhich year-
around operations, joint facility uses, and technol ogy/distributed learning are effective
inassigting aningtitution in expanding physical capacity without constructing new
classroomsand teaching laboratories.

+ The study needed to be completed for the University of Californiaand for the
independent universtiesand collegesto comprehend thetota opportunitiesavailable
for accommodating students.

+ Thecurrent State standards are based on anine-month school year.

+ Thecapacity forecastswereinaccurate if based on State standards using anine-
month school year, asalarge number of studentsenrolling inthesummer sessonare
not represented in theforecast.

+ Theregiona forecast study used both within region and out-of -region participation
ratesin deriving theregiona forecast.

+ Consstent definitions of the variousforms of mediaused between the community
colleges, the State University, and the University of Californiasystem needed to be
established in order to refine the statistics on distance learning.

Staff member David Leveille reminded the Commission about the ongoing AB 1123
study dedling with thefinancing of technology, telecommunications, and distancelearn-
ing. He mentioned that the above issuesrelating to distance learning are part of an
ongoing dialogue among al sectorsof higher education. Heindicated that areport ad-
dressing the definitiona and financingissueswould beavailablein spring or summer of
2002.

Commissioner Chandler complemented Mr. Wilson for hisdiligent and useful work of
formulating theforecasts.
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Mr. Wilson acknowledged the complexity of formulating capacity projections, and rec-
ognized the need and the challenge of addressing the current capita outlay plansof the
community collegesand the CSU.

Chair Jhin recommended that regiona enrollment demand be broken-down by on-cam-
pus demand and by the demand generated by distance education protocols.

StatusReporton  Staff member Gil Velazquez presented astatusupdateontherevisiontothe Commission's
Proposed Revised ~ guidelineson proposed new public university campuses, community collegesand edu-
Guidedinesfor  cational centers. Hesaid that the current law required the Commission to advise the
Review of governor and the L egidature on proposed new campuses, community collegesand edu-
Proposed New cational centers. The Commission adopted theseguiddinesin 1975. Henoted that the
Campusesand Commission, asaresult of changesin the higher education planning environment el ected
Educational © revisethe current guiddinesor reviewing new campuses and educational centers.

Centers  Mr. Veazquez said the substantial changes occurring in the educational planning envi-
ronment, principally the surge of new students anticipated for the next 10 years com-
monly known as*“tidal wavell”. Hesaid thissurgerequired anew look and strategy in
termsof potential opportunitiesfor increasing capacity, and an areaof opportunity un-
der discussion is off-campus collaborative centers where one or more segments
collaboratively provide educationa servicesfor purposesof meeting theregiond enroll-
ment demand.

Mr. Veazquez reported on the establishment of aworkgroup with representativesfrom
the public segments, independent colleges and universities and State control agencies.
Thecritical issuesunder discuss onweredetailed on tab 7 beginning on page 8, and that
the workgroup would meet again October 24, 2001 to discussissuesregarding col-
|aborative centersranging from definitionsto the Commission review threshold for col-
laborative centers. Thefinal recommendationswill bereported asaninformationitem a
the December meeting. He noted the workgroup is making encouraging progress.

Commissioner Campbel | inquired about recommendations provided from theindividua
segmentsregarding the definition of collaborative centers.

Mr. Veazquez indicated thefeedback from theindividual segmentsadvised not restrict-
ing thedefinitionintermsof capital outlay and included additional considerationsinthe
definition of collaborative center. Heexplained the committeewas currently engagedin
adiscussion of the specifictrigger for Commission review of acollaborative center.

Director Fox thanked Mr. Velazquez for hiswork on this project and hishelp coordi-
nating thetrip to Calexico and Mexicali.

Commissioner Arkatov asked if theLegidative Analyst’ sOfficewasparticipating inthe
work group. Mr. Ve azquez confirmed that members of thework group included repre-
sentativesfrom LAO.

Adjournment  Having no further business, Chair Jhin adjourned the Educationa Policy and Programs
Committeeat 8:51am.
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